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It ail began on the evening of July 2nd, 1947, when a bright, 
Gisc-shaped object passed low over the city of Roswell, New 
Mexico, travelling in a northwesterly direction. The event was a 
typical UFO sighting, one of literally hundreds of similar events 
being reported ail over the country that same week. Whether or 
net 1t dears any connection to the subsequent events which have 
come to be known as The Roswell Incident remains strictly a matter 
of conjecture. What is known 15S that at a point about 75 miles 
northwest of the city, over a remote area of ranch land, a flying 
opject, possibly the same one, possibly not, seems to nave sut- 
fered a violent on-board explosion which resulted in the crash of 
whatever this strange device was. 


The wreckage was discovered the next morning by local ranch 
manager W.W. "Mac" Brazel, in company with two of his children. 
Because Brazel had no telephone or other means of communication, 
he did not report his discovery until several days later when he 
went to Roswell. A preliminary investigation was undertaken and a 
Quantity of wreckage was sudsequently recovered by Maj. Jesse 
Marcel, staff intelligence officer for the Army Air Forces at 
Roswell Field, in company with a Counter-Intelligence Corps 
officer named "Cav" Cavitt. Upon the return of Marcel and Cavitt 
to Roswell, an official press statement was released by Lt. Walter 
Haut, base Public Information Officer, to the effect that the 
wreckage of a crashed flying disc had been recovered by the Army 
Air Forces nortn of Roswell. Haut released the statement to the 
press upon direct order from base commander Col. William 
Blanchard. Meanwhile, Marcel was ordered to load nis debris ona 
B-29 and fly it to Wright Field (now Wright-Patterson AFB) in Ohio 
for examination, with an intermediate stop at 8th Air Force 
nheadquarters in Ft. Worth, Texas. 


Upon arrival at Ft. Worth, Gen. Roger M. Ramey took charge of the 
wreckage, ordered Marcel and others who had been on the plane not 
to talk to reporters, and issued a statement in direct opposition 
to the Roswell press release, stating that everything had been a 
regrettable misunderstanding and that what had been recovered was 
really nothing more than the remains of a wrecked weather balloon 
with an attached tinfoil radar target. Meanwhile, the real 
wreckage was on its way to Wright Field under armed guard, Marcel 
was on his way back to Roswell, and rancher Brazel had been picked 
up and taken out of circulation (he was held incommunicado for 
nearly a week) while the ranch site was picked clean of every 
shred of debris and other evidence. 


& news leak out of Albuquerque via press wire to the effect that 
all this was going on was plugged by interrupting the transmission 
and then warning the radio station in question, and one other, not 
to broadcast the item. Forced to deal with the problem of the 
premature Roswell press release, Nowever, Ramey cleverly shifted 
media attention to himself at Ft. Worth. It was this piece of 


reporters that all of the excitement was over a misidentified 
weather balloon. Fortunately, the newsmen bought the ruse without 
a great deal of questioning and all was secure by the next 
morning. 


Did a UFO crasnm to earth near Roswell, as alleged, in the summer 
of 1947? Has the wreckage and possibly the remains of recovered 
alien bodies been concealed by our government beneath a heavy 
Dianket of secrecy ever since? Incredible as it may seem, 
evidence presented in my book THE ROSWELL INCIDENT (NY: Grosset & 
Dunlap, 19680), and in four update papers written since, strongly 
suggests that such an event MAY in fact nave occurred. Pnilip J. 
Klass, self-styled skeptic and longtime UFO debunker, nowever, 
doesn't buy it... but then, how could he? Phil has consistently 
refused to even consider the possibility tnat some UFOs might be 
alien spacecraft. Having Dacked himself into that very formidable 
corner, ne must either successfully debunk ALL UFO incidents, or 
ne must publicly acgmit ne has been wrong in his approach to the 
problem. Since Phil rarely admits he has been wrong about 
anything, his approach to UFO evidence which doesn’t fit into his 
pre-conceived notions of "truth" has consistently been to either 
pretend it doesn't exist, or to throw up a smokescreen of 
half-truths, misinformation and outright fabrications which he 
then tries to pretend is the last word on any given case. Such is 
the approach he has once again taken in his most recent effort to 
Gebunk the Roswell Incident-- an article in the Spring, 1986 issue 
of THE SKEPTICAL INQUIRER entitled "Crash of the Crashed Saucer 
Claim". 


The evidence FOR the Roswell Incident exists, whether Phil likes 
it or not. And while Phil, via his article (and earlier, through 
an almost ludicrous treatment of the case in his 1984 book UFOs: 
THE PUBLIC DECEIVED), would like to have us believe that he has 
critically examined that evidence and found it wanting, his own 
writings on the subject in fact suggest that he cannot even have 
bothered to read most of it. (Typical behavior for one whose mind 
is already made up.) 


In his SKEPTICAL INQUIRER piece, Klass tries to pretend that the 
only reason the Roswell Incident has survived as a still 
unexplained UFO case is Gue to "the incredible credulity of many 
UFOlogists". Taking that as his springboard, he then feebly 
attempts to explain the case away on the strength (or weakness) of 
Six basic points, none of which he appears to know more than a 
superficial amount about. Let's take a look: 


According to Klass, “the crashed saucer tale was first advanced in 
1950... in a best-selling book by Frank Scully” (BEHIND THE FLYING 
SAUCERS, NY: Holt). But, says Klass, Scully's claim was “promptly 
rejected” by TRUE magazine, which exposed the whole thing as a 
hoax in @ pair of articles (Sept. ‘52, and June ‘S5) by 


investigative reporter J.P. Cahn. 


Aside from the minor fact that Scully's crashed saucer tale was 
first advanced by Scully in the pages of VARIETY in 1949 (Oct. 
12th and Nov. 230), nearly a year before his best-selling book 
came out, Klass is quite correct in stating that the story was a 
hoax perpetrated by two confidence men. He is also correct when 
he says that the two men involved, Silas M. Newton and Leo Arnold 
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could locate oil with a "doodlebug" constructed of flashlight 
Datteries and surplus electronics components. 


It 1s at this juncture, nowever, that Phil's devious methodology 
comes into play; ana it is here that we must begin to expose the 
sort of shoddy research and blatant misrepresentations for which 
he Nas become so well known amongst those of us who dare to hold 
Points of view which differ markedly from his own. For the simple 
fact is that while Phil would like to have us believe that 
Scully’ s wild tale and the Roswell Incident are one and the same, 
there is virtually no identifiable relationship between them 
whatsoever ! More importantly, nowever, Pnil 165 well aware of this 
anc nas conveniently chosen to ignore it-- presumably because 
acknowleagement would severeiy weaken the debunking position he is 
desperately trying to build. The definitive paper on the Scully 
affair is Part I of my "CRASHED UFOs: EVIDENCE IN THE SEARCH FOR 
PROOF", a 26 page, 6,000+ word document containing 54 footnotes, 
whicn I delivered at the 1985 MUFON Symposium in St. Louis, and of 
which Phil has admitted to having a copy. The purpose of this 
two-part paper (Part II of which is 

a 7,000 word, 43 footnote update on the 

Roswell Incident) was to set forth research on BOTH the Scully 
tale and the Roswell case in order to determine if in fact there 
is any connection, however remote, between the two cases. After 
an in-depth examination of the evidence in both cases, the paper 
concludes (on pg. 54) with the statement that "both Roswell and 
(the Scully affair) emerge from this investigation as completely 
separate cases, with absolutely no indication of correlation, 
cross-connection or tie-in between them whatsoever.” (Readers 
wishing to obtain copies of the complete paper in order to decide 
for themselves, may do so by writing the author c/o IUR. Price 

is $10.00) 


For Phil to pretend that he knows nothing of all this is patently 
ridiculous, especially in light of his comment in an October 12, 
1985 letter to me that he "learned much that was new and 
interesting” from the piece. 


While the Scully affair was indeed a hoax, the same is definitely 
NOT true about the Roswell incident which, in any case, is not 
the Scully story "resurrected", as Klass claims, but rather is 
based upon an entirely separate and independent body of evidence. 
That body of evidence, contained to a smaller extent in the 
ROSWELL INCIDENT book (co-authored with Charles Berlitz in 1979 - 
80) and to the larger extent in the FOUR update papers 

published since (1981, ‘82, ‘83 & ‘85), is based not upon anything 
Scully had to say, but upon testimony gained from witnesses as 
well as in-depth research into contemporary documents, press 
accounts, and similar sources. The entire body of evidence is 
impressive and compelling, but (in deference to Phil and his 
fellow skeptics) not, as yet, 100% conclusive. Even so, while 
Roswell is rapidly becoming one of the most extensively and 


‘exnaustively investigated UFO cases on record, all of this 


attention by both UFOlogists and skeptics alike has failed (much 
to Phils dismay) to shake the basic premise of the case. 
SOMETHING unusual definitely crashed near Roswell in early July, 
1947-- of that there is no Question. Although the best evidence 
strongly suggests that the object was in fact a flying disc (or 
fiying saucer), admittedly the final proof remains elusive-- even 
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identified the object as a spacecraft of some sort. 


In his desperate search to find something (anything) wrong with 
the case, Phil Klass prefers not to tell his faithful readers 
anything about the large body of evidence that speaks FOR tne 
case, Out rather elects to try to debunk the case on the basis of 
carefully boiled data which, upon close examination turns out to 
be Dadiy misrepresentec, largely erroneous, or totally irrelevant 
to the matter at hand. The typicaily Klassical result, in "CRASH 
OF THE CRASHED-SAUCER CLAIM", is a hopelessly lopsided effort to 
Gedunk without denefit of either proper research on the topic or 
ordinary common sense. 


The Roswell investigation has gone on now for nearly eight years. 
In the process, Stanton Friedman and myself, who have done 95% of 
the research on the case, have conducted interviews with no less 
than 92 people who have deen able to provide some measure of 
information about it. In spite of statements by some 

skeptics (Robert Scnaffer, for example) to the effect that tne 
strength of the case rests solely upon rumor and hearsay, no fewer 
than thirty of these individuals can be classified as 

first-nand witnesses in that they were actually there 

at the time and experienced some personal involvement in either the 
discovery or recovery of the wreckage or in the cover-up that 
followed. Most. of these people have been interviewed more than 
once-- some aS many as a dozen times-- and for the most part they 
were celiberately kept in the dark about what other witnesses had 
said in other interviews so that the testimony obtained would 
remain essentially untainted by the memories of others. Yet the 
pieces of the puzzle obtained through these interviews fit 
together very nicely. Clearly all of these people are talking 
about the same event, with such differences as there are in the 
testimony being attributable for the most part to the special 
circumstances of each individual's personal involvement in the 
larger picture. This, of course, is to be expected. 


But what is Phil Klass’ response to this body of evidence? 
Incredible as it may seem, Phil readily admits that he has not 
bothered to interview even a single one of these witnesses. 
Rather, unable to refute the combined testimony of so many people, 
ne predictabdly resorts to the feeble and totally unfounded 
argument that thirty and forty-year-old memories of individual 
witnesses cannot possibly be regarded as reliable. Presumably we 
are to take such a pronouncement on the strength of faith alone, 
for Phil conveniently fails to offer up even a single shrea of 
evidence in support of it. 


Fact of the matter is that in cases where an event is sufficiently 
unusual or important to an observer that it can be recalled in 
detail at all after thirty or forty years, the recollection is 
generally of good quality. Readers, of course, can test this on 
themselves, presuming they're old enough. (For example, how well 


‘can you recall where you were and what you were doing when you 


first heard the news about Pearl Harbor or the Kennedy 
assassihation?) But for those still in doubt, 

let me cite a case in point from my own 

researcn into another, totally unrelated UFO case which was 
Supposed to have happened near Kingman, Arizona, in 1952. 


em }- damrA arn a ae eee (Fyre fell, Poaby ees Pile "rw 


event in question-- the first thing I did was to go to the local 
newspaper office (the Daily MINER) where I proceeded to read the 
newspapers for a period of about two weeks on either side of the 


date I was interested in. I wasn’t particularly iooking for 
UFO-relatec articles, all I wanted to know was what had gone on in 
town during the time frame in question. What I discovered was 


that there nad been a rather spectacular double murder in the area 
at the time, and tnat ail of the local law-enforcement personnel 
hac been involved with the case in one way or another. Armed with 
this information, I then proceeded to hunt up as many of these 
former lawmen as I could find, and, under the guise of being 
interestec in researching the double-murder case, proceeded to 

ask each to recall the case and tell me about it. The result was 
that, with very small variations largely attributable to differing 
circumstances of personal involvement, their thirty-year-old 
memories tallied remarxabdDly well with what nad been published in 
the local newspapers about the case at the time it had occurred. 
Then I proceeded to ask them about the UFO case I was researching-- 
a matter of no significance here since it turned out that the 
alleged event apparently never nappenecd. 


Now, if Phil Klass and his fellow skeptics are correct about 30-40 
year-old recollections being unreliable, then how to explain the 
nighnly accurate recalls of the events of the double murder-- an 
event both as unusual and important to those involved with it as 
was the Roswell Incident to the witnesses we interviewed. Given 
the high degree of internal consistency ano corroboration present 
in the testimony of the Roswell witnesses, and given the 
demonstrable fact that 30-40 year-old memories can be reliable if 
the event involved is of special significance to the observer, the 
testimony of these thirty first-hand witnesses MUST be accepted at 
face value-- unless, of course, someone can present acceptable 
evidence to the contrary. Phil Klass, in spite of his 
pronouncements from on high, hardly seems to be in a position to 
present evidence on the matter at all, especially since he readily 
admits he has failed to contact ANY of the Roswell witnesses whose 
testimony he so freely disparages. 


Another of the main points cited in Phil's efforts to debunk the 
Roswell Incident is the matter of a July 9th, 1947 Associated 
Press news article which purports to quote rancher Mac Brazel 
rather extensively on the nature of the debris found, and also has 
him giving the date of his find as having been on June 14th. 

Phil, without having bothered to do even so much as a shred of re- 
search in support of his position, proudly waves a clipping of 
this article (taken from the July 9th edition of the Carlsbad, NM 
Daily CURRENT ARGUS) every chance he gets, claiming it to be 

proof positive that the Roswell crash involved nothing more than a 
weather device and that the only reason the event became confused 
with the crash of a flying disc was because of the tremendous 
amount of press being given to the subject in general following 
Kenneth Arnold's famous sighting on June 24th. Phil then goes on 
to claim that reference to this particular article is "“omit(ted) 
-entirely”" from my writings on the Roswell Incident, presumably 
because its content fails to support the crashed saucer 


hypothesis. Nothing could be further from the truth!, and Phil 
knows it. 


Had Phil troubled to do even the most elementary checking, he 
would nave discovered that the interview behind the July 9th 


Carlsbad CURRENT-ARGUS article was conducted at the office of the 
Roswell Daily RECORD, and that the Carlsbad piece was only a wire 
service repetition of an article which appeared the same day on 
the front page of the RECORD under tne headline “Harrassed Rancher 
who Located ‘Saucer’ Sorry he Told About it”. This article is 
virtually identical to the one Phil displays from the 
CURRENT-ARGUS, and in spite of Phil's pronouncements to the 
contrary, is either mentioned directly or referred to indirectly 
in my writings no less than four separate times.* 
*(FOOTNOTE: The Roswell Incident book, page 40; “The Roswell 
Incident: Update & Conclusions" paper, 1981, page 18; “The 
Roswell Incident: New Evidence in the Search for a Crashed 
UFO” paper, 1982, page 8; and "The Roswell Incident: Evidence 
in the Search for Proof" paper, 1985, page 40. Copies 
available from the author.) 


As I have consistently pointed out to Phil and other skeptics in 
tne past, the problem with accepting the content of this articie 
at face value is tnat the interview in question was given Dy 
rancher Brazel uncer duress-- in the company of an Army Air 
Forces counter-intelligence agent and the owner of a local 
Roswell radio station who was himself cooperating with the 
authorities. Given such circumstances, the content of the article 
falls into the catagory of unreliable disinformation which can 
hardly be cited as proof of anything. Phil is aware of my 
position on this, but refuses to accept, or even consider it 
because he claims there is no evidence to support it. 


No evidence indeed-- except, of course, for the first-hand 
statements of every surviving member of the Brazel family, the son 
of the owner of the local radio station (who was there at the time 
ang aware of his father’s involvement with the affair), the 
assistant of the CIC agent who accompanied Brazel (who was also 
there and involved with it), and a couple of other people who at 
the time were involved with the news media in Roswell, No less 
than eight separate first-hand accounts, all of which agree that 
Brazel’s interview was given under duress. Equally important here 
is that when these people were interviewed by Stanton Friedman and 
myself, none of them were told what any of the others had had to 
Say on the subject. Each of the eight accounts were independently 
obtained, yet all agree. In the final analysis, one wonders: 

Does Phil Klass’ desperate bid to dismiss this testimony as the 
unreliable product of "30 year-old recollections” have some basis 
in research which he has not yet presented to us, or does his 
rejection of it perhaps stem more from the fact that 

these people simply aren’t saying what Phil wants to hear? 


As for the June 14th date which is so sacred to Phil’s attempt to 
debunk the case; suffice it to say that the only place one 
encounters this date in connection with the Roswell Incident is in 
this hNighly questionable news article. Even the official Army Air 
Forces press release of July 8th (which states that a crashed 
flying disc was recovered) uses the phrase "sometime last week" in 


its reference to the date of the find. 


One adddtional point to be made nere in connection with Klass’ 
rather uncharacteristic reliance upon a news cliping as one of the 
mainstays of his efforts to. debunk Roswell, is the rather curious 
Gouble standard that emerges. In the case of the Carlsbad 
clipping, Phil seems more than willing to accept its contents as 
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unquestionably authoritative even though he has apparently done no 
background research into the matter. Yet, in other UFO cases 
wherein news clippings are cited as evidence by UFOlogists on the 
“pro” side, Phil is quick to reject such clippings out of hand as 


being inherently distorted and unauthoritative. (Lest 
there be any doudt about Ais methods, Pnil sudjects evidence 
obtained via personal interviews to the same stancara. The case 


im point here is Phil's compiete willingness to accept as 
unquestionably authoritative the 30-35 year-old recollections 
Of witnesses whose testimony is important in exposing the 
Scully hoax of 1949-50, while at the same time arguing that 
Similar 30-40 year-old recollections of people interviewed in 
connection with the Roswell Incicent are "“unreliable”.)?) 

Given such logic, one wonders: Are we to accept as 
authoritative only those news articles and personal interviews 
which are anti-UFO? Or should we perhaps conclude on the 
Dasis of evidence that Phil Klass is not above boiling the stew to 
Suit Nis own taste? 


The next item in Phil Klass’ smokescreen is the so-called Twining 
letter of September 23, 1947. According to Klass, “In September, 
1947, following a rash of UFO reports...the chief of staff of the 
Army Air Force had requested General (Nathan F.) Twining to 
provide him with a situation assessment." (Twining, Klass states, 
was "the base commander” at Wright-Patterson AFB in Ohio at the 
time.) The response to this request was General 

Twining’s letter of Sept. 230d, which states that “the phenomenon 
reported is something real and not visionary or fictitious" and 
goes on to comment that there was "a lack of physical evidence in 
tne shape of crash-recovered exhibits which would undeniably prove 
the existence of these objects." Phil notes (correctly) that the 
ROSWELL INCIDENT book quotes the first phrase but omits the 
latter, thus giving him room to argue that I (and my co-author, 
Berlitz) deliberately suppressec critical evidence in our book. 
He then goes on to conclude, using the text of the Twining letter 
as a basis, that either “nobody thought to inform General Twining 
of the dramatic work (the examination of the crashed saucer 
wreckage) under way at the base he commanded, or...Twining was 
intentionally lying to his own commanding officer.” 


Klass tries to make a big thing out of this letter, but once again 
his appalling lack of depth shows through upon careful 
examination. Typically, he distorts or misrepresents small 
details, and appears to have no grasp at all of the larger picture 
here. Yet because of Phil’s position and reputation, many people 
(especially in tne skeptical community) have come to believe that 
he is a careful and painstaking researcher who pays close 
attention to fact and detail. Let’s take a look: 


Phil’s first mistake comes when he states that the Twining letter 
was written as a result of “the chief of staff of the Army Air 


Force” having requested "a situation assessment" on the subject of 


flying discs. It takes but a brief examination of the document in 
question to see that Twining’s letter was not in response to a 
request from the "chief of staff of the Army Air Force", as Klass 
erroneously alleges, but rather was written specifically to Brig. 
Genl. George Schulgen, who held the post of Chief of the Air In- 
telligence Requirements Division in the Pentagon under Deputy 
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Assistant Chief of Air Staff-2, Maj. Genl. George McDonald. 

This is further borne out by the opening 

statement in Twining’s ietter which begins: "As requested by 
AC/AS—-2...." The achronym "AC/AS-2" clearly stands for "Assistant 
Chief of Air Staff-2". Furthermore, and more importantly, 

Klass’ whole argument about Schulgen being Twining’s “commanding 
officer" becomes utterly ridiculous in the face of tne ranks 
invoived here. Schulgen was a Brigadier Genera! (one star) at the 
time. Scnulgen’s superior, Genl. McDonald, was a Major General 
(two stars). Twining, who was a Lieutenant General (three stars) 
outranked both of them(!)-- something Klass should nave known 

mad he bothered to research the matter at all. In addition, Klass 
erroneously identifies Twining as the "Base Commander" of 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. Twining was in fact commander of 
tne Air Technical Services Command at that base, NOT dase 
commander. 


The fact that the Twining letter carries the address: 
"TO: Commanding General 
Army Air Forces 
Washington 25, DC 
ATTNTION: Brig. General George Schulgen 
A4C/AS-2" 
is of no particular significance whatsoever except to further 
confirm that the letter was in fact intended for Schulgen in 
response to an earlier request from him. (This request, by the 
way, was initiated in August, 1947, NOT September as stated by 
Klass.) The phrase "Commanding General, Army Air Forces" which 
appears in the address, is nothing more than the routine routing 
Gesignation required at the time for most of the command-level 
mail addressed to the Pentagon. In light of the "Attention" 
designator included in the address (again according to correct 
form), it is absolutely erroneous to assume that the item in 
question was destined for the personal attention of Gen. Spaatz 
who was Chief of Air Staff at the time. (Just in case Mr. Klass 
is still unconvinced about the address question here, I have 
numerous documents in my files from the same time period which 
utilize this same address format and which were intended for 
quite a wide variety of command-level personnel from the Lt. Col. 
level on up. The “Commanding General, Army Air Forces” address 
was essentially a Pentagon mail-room designator, nothing more.) 


Rather than argue about who outranked whom, however, it is more 
important to examine what Twining’s purpose was in writing this 
letter to Schulgen in the first place. Aside from the fact that 
Twining was responding to an inquiry from Air Intelligence 
concerning the subject of "flying discs", and aside from the fact 
that Twining’s letter was classified only "Secret" (crashed saucer 


‘data would certainly nave been "Top Secret" and as such could not 


have been referenced in a letter of lower classification), 
Twining’ s real purpose in writing the letter can be found in item 
#3 therein. Item #3 sets forth Twining’s recommendation that 
Headquarters, AAF, set up a data-collection project to gain more 
information about the flying disc phenomenon, and to help effect an 
exchange of data amongst the various agencies concerned with it. 


Now consider for a moment that IF a disc had crashed at Roswell, 
and IF Twining was involved in the examination of it, then it 
would certainly have benooved him to set up some kind of a project 
to gather data on flying discs from around the world. However, 
assuming that access to crashed saucer data would have been at a 
very high level and upon need-to-know only, it would hardly nave 
been in Twining’s interest to inform those on the other end of the 
data collection line as to why such data was needed. Indeed, it 
mignt have been best to maintain that there was no crashed disc in 
order to allay suspicion. After all, Twining’s chief purpose 
would nave been to collect data, not disseminate it. 


Of course, I can only hypothesize about Twining’sS motives since,at 
this point in time, there is no way of knowing for sure. What is 
known anc can be documented, however, is that General Twining 
Mastily cancelled a planned trip to the west coast on July 8th 
(the date of the Roswell press release admitting to the discovery 
of the wreckage of a crasned flying disc) "due to a very important 
and sucgden matter that developed here."* 

*(FOOTNOTE: Letter from Twining to J.E. Schaefer of 

Boeing Airplane Co. dated July 17th, 1947.) 

While reporters were told that “the general is out of the 
office... probably in Washington DC", Twining in fact had made a 
hasty trip to New Mexico where he remained through July 10th! 
This, coupled with the statement of one of the former Roswell 
counter-intelligence corps officers to the effect that a planeload 
“of important brass came down (to Roswell via Albuquerque) under 
hush-hush conditions to deal with this thing (the crashed 
saucer)", is certainly sufficient to at least suggest that the 
general was in the know. Of course, Phil (through my previous 
writings on the topic) is aware of all this research, but for 
some reason has apparently chosen not to mention it in his 
Skeptical Inquirer piece. 


The clincher, nowever, comes NOT from reading the Twining letter 
itself, but from examining peripheral cocumentation generated 
within the Same command structure and at about the same point in 
time. This is something Klass has apparently not bothered to do, 
nor, in fact, does he appear even to be, aware of. The most 
telling of these peripheral documents if one originating from the 
Air Intelligence Requirements Division (whose Chief was none other 
than Genl. Schulgen, you will recall), and dated October 28, 
1947-- just five weeks after the Twining letter. The document is 
a five page draft (not a final version) of a Secret data 
collection memorandum on flying discs intended, once finalized, 
for distribution to Air Force military attaches in Europe and 
Asia. Apparently the text of this draft met with someone's 
Gisapproval because the final version-- a copy of which was found 
in a different file-- had been somewhat reworked before having 
been. approved for distribution. Portions of this draft are 
extremely interesting in that they seem to suggest that somebody 
already had considerable data on the operation of flying discs and 


‘was looking to obtain more through standard intelligence channels. 


Significant portions of this document are quoted or 
excerpted below. Irrelevant sections have been omitted due to 
space limitations: 
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"DRAFT OF COLLECTION MEMORANDUM” 


“OBJECT 

1. This Memo sets forth the current 
intelligence requirements in the field of Flying 
Saucer type aircraft." 


"GENERAL 

1. An alleged ‘Flying Saucer’ type aircraft or 
object in flight, approximating the shape of a disc 
has been reported by many observers from widely 
scattered places.... This object has been reported 
by many competent observers, including USAF rated 
officers. Sightings have been made from the ground 
as well as from the air. 

2. Commonly reported features that are very 
significant and which may aid in the investigation 
are as follows: 

a. Relatively flat bottom with extreme 
light-reflecting ability. 

b. ADSence of sound except for an 
occasional roar.... 

c. Extreme maneuverability and apparent 
ability to almost hover. 

gd. A plan form approximating that of an 
oval or disc with a dome shape on the top surface. 

e. Absence of an exhaust trail.... 

#. The ability to quickly disappear by 
high speed or by complete disintegration. 

g- The ability to suddenly appear without 
warning as if from an extremely high altitude. 

h. The size most reported approximated 
that of a C-54 or Constellation type aircraft. 

i. The ability to group together very 
Quickly in a tight formation.... 

j. Evasive action ability indicates 
possibility of being manually operated, or possibly 
by electronic or remote control devices. 

k. Under certain power conditions, the 
craft seems to have the ability to cut a clear path 
through clouds.... 


3. The first sightings in the U.S. were 
reported around the middle of May.... The greatest 
activity in the U.S. was during the last week of 
June and the first week of July. 

4. This strange object, or phenomenon, may be 
considered, in view of certain observations, asa 
long-range aircraft capable of a high rate of 
climb, high cruising speed and highly maneuverable 
and capable of being flown in very tight formation. 
For the purpose of analysis and evaluation of these 
so-called ‘flying saucers’, the object sighted is 
being assumed to be a manned craft of unknown 
origin. While there remains a possibility of 
Russian manufacture, ‘based upon the perspective 
thinking and actual accomplishments of the Germans, 
it is the considered opinion of some elements that 


the object may in fact represent an interplanetary 
craft of some king. 

5. Tnere 1s also a possibility that the 
(German) Horton brothers perspective thinking may 
Mave inspireco this type of aircraft- particularly 
tne Parabdola", which has a crescent plan form....” 


“REQUIPEMENTS 
Requirements appear at Inclosure No. 1....”" 


“DRAFT INCLOSURE NO. 1" 


‘l. Researcn and Development 

(Requests specific intelligence information on 
the German rorton Brotners and their work, as well 
as Russian interest in same.) 


"2. Control 

For any aircraft whose shape approximates 
that of an oval, disc or saucer, information 
regarding the following items is requested: 

a. Boundary layer control method.... 

db. Special controls for effective 
maneuverability at very slow speeds or extremely 
high altitudes. 

c. Openings in either the leading edge top and 
bottom surfaces that are employed chiefly to 
accomplish boundary layer control or for the 
purpose of reducing the induced drag. Any openings 
in the leading edge should be reported and 
described as to shape, size, etc. This 


investigation is significant to justify a disc 


shape configuration for long range application. 
(Emphasis in the original.) 


Gd. Approximate airfoil shape in the center and 
near the tips. 
e. Front view and rear view shape.” 


"3. Items of Construction 
a. Type of material, whether metal, ferrous, 
non-ferrous, or non-metallic. 


b. Composite or sandwich construction 
utilizing various combinations of metals, metallic 


foils, plastics, and perhaps balsa wood or similar 
material. (‘(Empnasis added.) * 


c. Unusual fabrication methods to achieve 


extreme light weight and structural stability. 
(Emphasis acded.)" 


"4. Items of Arrangement 

a. Special provisions such as retractable 
domes to provide unusual observation for the pilot 
or crew members. 

b. Crew number and accomodation facilities. 

c. Pressurized cabin equipment. 

dG. High altitude or high speed escapement 
methods. 

e. Methods of pressurization or 
superchnarging.... 

#. Provisions for towing.... 


soe 


g. Provisions for assisted take off 
application. 

h. Unusual features or provisions regarding 
the opening and closing of the doors. 

i. Bomb bay provisions....”" 


"S. Landing Gear 

a. Indicate type of landing gear- whether 
conventional, tricycle, multiple wneel, etc., or of 
an unconventional type such as tripod or skid. 

b. Retractable and jettison features for hand 
gear. 

c. Provisions for take off from ice, snow, 
sand or water." 


"6. Power plant 
a. Information is needed regarding the 

propulsion system of the aircraft. Possible types 
of engines that could be employed include: 

1. Reciprocating (piston type).... 
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3. Nuclear.... 
The presence of an unconventional or unusual type 
of propulsion system cannot be ruled out and should 
be considered or great interest....”" 


An interesting memo indeed, and especially so since the final 
version of it omitted the “interplanetary” suggestion as well as 
the very curious construction references to "metallic 

foils, plastics and perhaps balsa wood or similar material” 
(which coincides closely with the description of the wreckage 
found at Roswell), and "tripod landing gear”. 


Of course, this memorandum could be (and probably will be) used as 
the pasis for all sorts of arguments both pro and anti-crashed 
disc, but the question remains: If there was no crashed disc at 
Roswell, then where, so early in the "UFO-era", was Schulgen’s 
office getting such specific information about the technical 
nature of flying saucer-type craft? There seems no question that 
at the very least some of the information therein came from 

Genl. Twining’s office because of the strong similarities in 
language between parts of the Twining letter and portions of this 
memo-—- particularly in the "Commonly Reported Features" section. 
Given this, Twining’s sudden trip to New Mexico at just the right 
time to have a first-hand look at wnatever it was that crashed 
there becomes all the more interesting. 


Could the crashed object not have been an extraterrestrial craft 
at all, but rather a highly classified experimental domestic 
device of some sort-- perhaps a disc-shnaped plane based upon the 
Horton Brothers or similar design, or maybe some sort of (then) 
new airborne radar dish? The possibility is one which we have 


taken into account during the course of our extensive interviews 


with witnesses and our exhaustive (and continuing) search to 
uncover: pertinent government documents and records. To date, 
however, absolutely nothing has been discovered which would seem 
to lend support to this hypothesis. And although several skeptics 
have gone on record expressing their belief that a highly 
classified domestic device was involved, none of them has offered 
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up so much as a Shred of evidence in support of it elther. 
(Curiously enough, it is these very same people who argue so 
loudly that the government can't keep secrets over a forty-year 
period. Tnerefore, if the Roswell object was only a domestic 
device, how is it that the secret nas been so weil kept? Ho hum.) 


Documents cited by Klass anc others which contain statements to 
the effect that no crasned-UFO debris nas ever been recovered can 
De easily discounted on two levels. First of all, only one of 
these documents bears a classification higner than Secret (a 1948 
Air Intelligence Report, which doesn’t mentiion crashed discs 

at all but part of which is classifieo Top Secret dpecause 

it Giscusses Soviet technological capabilities with 

respect to disc-shaped aircraft); and secondly, the writers 

of these reports may not have possessed the necessary 
need-to-know adout such things. Official disinformation must also 
be considered as a third possibility. 


As for Phil's point about the “intentional” omission of certain 
“critically important" information from the text of my book 

THE ROSWELL INCIDENT, I can only repeat what I have said before on 
the subject. Regrettably, the book contains numerous errors 

both of commission and of omission. The unfortunate inclusion 

of a couple of pages on alleged astronaut UFO sightings in the 
first chapter is one such example. The omission of a critical 
phrase in the text of an FBI teletype (pgs. 133-134) is another. 
There are many such-- virtually all of which are attributable to 
the pubiisher’s haste to get the book on the market and their 
apparent desire to make it as sensational as possibile. In such a 
process, truth often takes a Dack seat. This one was no 
exception. Stan Friedman and I did the bulk of the research for 
the book; Charles Berlitz was largely responsible for creating the 
text and format. By the time I receivec galleys and realized what 
was going on, it was too late to make changes. The book had 
already gone to press. If, nowever, there is any bdDlame to be 
taken for the disgraceful hodgepodge of fact and fiction to be 
found in THE ROSWELL INCIDENT book, then I am only too happy to 


“accept it. However, let it be known that I consider it a very 


cheap shot for Phil Klass to continue to try to exploit this 
Situation, since he has Deen well aware of the circumstances 
involved for many years! 


One of the other things which falls into this same unfortunate 
vein of sensationalism is the business about President Eisenhower 
mot having been informed of the crashed saucer because "he did not 
possess the necessary clearances" (see Phil’s allegations in his 
Skeptical Inquirer article for specifics). Phil, of course, tries 
to make a great deal of hay with this one by laying it directly at 
my doorstep every chance he gets. Conveniently forgotten is the 
fact that the comment about President Eisenhower's alleged lack of 
proper security clearances comes from an interview I conducted 
with a former high-level CIA employee concerning the rumor that 
Eisenhower may Nave viewed crashed saucer wreckage at Edwards 


*(then Muroc) AFB in early 1954. The individual in question 


intencged the statement as a general observation concerning 
problems with security leaks originating with people around the 
president at the time, and did not specifically relate it to the 
matter of crashed saucers at all. Aside from this one source, I 
Nave never seen any evidence which would seem to lend substance to 


such a statement. Nonetheless, I sent the notes on this 
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particular interview off to Beriitz, who, in the process of 
writing the text for the book, somenow managec to give it far more 
Play than it deserved and to get it sudstantially confused at the 
same time. Once again, Phil's effort to debun+ dissolves into 
nothing when the facts are examined. 


In the final analysis, Phil Klass nas attemptec to debunk the 
Roswell crashed saucer case on six major points, not a single one 
of which holds up upon careful examination. Let s summarize: 


(1) Phil nas claimed that the Roswell case 1s nothing more 
than a resurrected re-telling of the old Frank Scully crashed 
saucer hoax of 1949-50. In depth investigation of the facts 
reveals not only that tnere is no demonstrable connection 
whatsoever between the two, Dut that Pnil Klass was aware of this 
research and chose not to mention it. 

(2) His argument that the crashec saucer ciaim is totally 
cestroyeao dy tne contents of tne July 9th, 1947 press interview 
with rancher Mac Brazel becomes virtually worthless on 
strength of the fact that no less tnan eight first-hand witnesses 
nave stated that tne Brazel interview was conducted under duress. 
Phil also knew this, but once again chose to ignore it. 

(3) Phil offers no evidence whatsoever to support his 
claim that the 30-40 year-old memories of the witnesses in the 
Roswell case are unreliable. Indeed, Now could he, since he 
has not bothered to talk to any of them? 

(4) His statements concerning the Twining letter have been 
exposed as nothing more than the product of shoddy, superficial 
research. 

(S) His reliance upon statements in three other government 
documents to the effect that no crashed saucer wreckage exists is 
admittedly valid, but hopelessly weak in light of the fact that he 
has been unable to prove a valid need-to-know on the part of the 
writers of those documents. 

(6) His position concerning my alleged statements about 
President Eisenhower come to nothing when the misinformation in 
the Roswell book is set forth for what it is. (Phil, of course, 
is not to blame here since he relied upon what was printed in good 
faith. Even so, a truly competent researcher would have troubled 
to check before rushing into print.) 


Phil Klass never changes. His arguments against the Roswell case 
are essentially the same as they were five years ago, in spite of 
the fact that he is fully aware of the additional research and new 
facts on the matter. Phil simply.does not see or near that which 
fails to his preconceived notions. In his narrow-minded little 
world, UFOs simply can’t exist, and therefore they don't-- no 
matter what evidence there may be to the contrary. He is a 
skpetic in the truest sense of the word. When it comes to UFOs, 
habitual doubt and disagreement have become a part of his 
lifestyle. For him, it’s a closed system. 


Ultimately, if Phil Klass’ pronouncements on any UFO-related 


topic are to be seriously considered in the future, nis basic 
reliability and credibility as a reporter should be carefully 
assessed. This is especially 30 in light of the fact that he is 
widely regarded as the principal anti-UFO spokesman for the 
skeptical community. Phil’s Skeptical Inquirer article, 


therefore, becomes an excellent case in point-- an opportunity for 
both sides of the UFO debate to determine whether Mr. Klass truly 
deserves the national recognition he has gained as head of the UFO 
subcommittee of The Skeptical Inquirer's parent organization, 
CSICOP (Tne Committee for the Scientific Investigation of Claims 
of the Paranormal). A critical comparison of Phil's allegations 
about the Roswell Incident as set forth in his article, against 
the true facts of the matter as set fortn above, should leave 
little doubt as to the relative depth anc merit of the research 
involved in both cases. In short, if Phil Klass is the best the 
skeptics can come up with, then I respectfully submit that it is 
not the UFO movement that has the problem. With you, the readers, 
nowever, rests the ultimate decision. 


